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Multianalyte Microspot Immunoassay— Microanalytical "Compact Disk" of the Future 

R. P. Ekins and F. W. Chn 



Throughout the 1970s,' controversy centered both on im- 
munoassay "sensitivity" per se arKl on the relative sensi- 
tivities of labeled antibody (Ab) and labeled analyte meth* 
ods. Our theoretical studies revealed that RIA sensitivities 
could be surpassed only by the use of very high-specific- 
activity nonisotopic labels in "noncompetitive" designs, 
preferably with monocional antibodies. The time-resolved 
fluorescence methodology known as delfi^v— devebped in 
collatxjration with LKB/Wallao— represented the first com- 
mercial "ultrasensitive" nonisotopic technique based on 
these theoretical insights, the same concepts being sub- 
sequently adopted in comparable methodologies relying 
on the use of chemiluminescent and en2yme labels. How- 
ever, high-specific-acthoty lat>els also perniit the develop- 
ment of "multianalyte" immunoassay systems combining 
ultrasensitivity with the simultaneous measurement of tens, 
hundreds, or thousands of analytes in a small biological 
sample. This possibility relies on simple, albeit hitherto- 
unexploited. physicochemical concepts. The first is that all 
immunoassays rely on the measurement of Ab occupancy 
by analyte. The second is that, provided the Ab concentra- 
tion used is 'Vanishingly small," fractional Ab occupancy is 
independent of both Ab concentration and sample volume. 
This leads to the notion of "ratiometric" immurwassay, 
involving measurement of the ratio of signals (e.g., fluores- 
cent signals) emitted by two labeled Abs, the first (a 
"sensor" Ab) deposited as a microspot on a solid support, 
the second (a "developing" Ab) directed against either 
occupied or unoccupied binding sites of the sensor Ab. Our 
preliminary studies of this approach have relied on a 
dual-channel scanning-laser confocai microscope, permit- 
ting microspots of area 100 /mi^ or less to be analyzed, 
and implying that an array of 10* Ab-containing microspots, 
each directed against a different analyte, could, in princi- 
ple, be accommodated on an area of 1 cm^. Although 
measurement of such analyte numbers is unlikely ever to 
be required, the ability to analyze biological fluids for a wide 
spectrum of analytes is likely to transform immunodiagnos- 
tics in the next decade. 
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ImmuQoassay and otLer protein-binding assay meth- 
ods based on the use of radioisotopic labels have played 
a m^jor role in medicine during the past three decades. 
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Their utility and importance have derived primarily 
from the structural specificity of miany reactions be- 
tween binding proteins and analytes and the detectabil* 
ity of isotopically labeled reagents, the latter endowing 
such techniques with "exquisite sensitivity." Recently, 
however, interest has increasingly focused on noniso- 
topic techniques based on identical analytical princi- 
ples, differing only in the nature of the marker used to 
label the reactant (e.g., antibody or antigen), whose 
distribution between reacted (ntx>und'*) and unreacted 
rfree") fractions constitutes the assay ^Vesponse.'' 

The basic aims underlying this interest can be 
broadly clsflsed under four main headings: 

< avoidance of the environmental, legal, economic, and 
practical disadvantages of isotopic techniques (e.g., lim- 
ited shelf life of isotopically labeled reagents, problems 
of radioactive waste disposal, cost and complexity of 
radioisotope counting equipment), particularly those 
impeding the development of, for example, simple diag- 
nostic kits^or home or doctor's office use; 

• achievement of greater assay sensitivity; 

• "direct" measurement of analyte concentrations by 
use of transducer-based ^Hmmxmosensors"; 

'Simultaneous measurement of multiple analytes 
C^multianalyte assay"). 

In this presentation I will focus primarily on the last 
of these objectives, using this to set out the principles 
imderlying our present attempts to develop a new *^xnin- 
iaturized" technology that will permit the simultaneous 
measurement of an unlimited number of analytes in a 
small biological sample such as a single drop of blood. 
However, retention (and, if possible, improvement) of 
the high sensitivities of conventional isotopic tech- 
niques is a basic aim not only of our own studies in this 
area but also of most other endeavors falling under the 
above headings. It is therefore appropriate to preface 
this paper with a discussion of the general principles 
imderlying the attainment of high binding-assay sensi- 
tivity. 

Immunoassay Sensitivity: Some Basic Concepts 

Definition of Assay Sensitivity 

l^e need to establish assay conditions yielding max- 
imal sensitivity underlay the independent construction 
of mathematical theories of inununoassay design by 
both Yalow and Berson (J) and Ekina et al. (2) in the 
course of the original development of these methods in 
the early 1960s. Regrettably, these theoretical studies 

led to a prolonged controversy, arising largely from the 
conflicting concepts of "sensitivity" adopted by the two 
groups (see Figure 1). Briefly, Berson and Yalow, in 
their many publications relating to inomunoassay de- 
sign (e.g;, i, 3), defined sensitivity as the slope of the 
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Rg. 1. Tbe differing concepts of sensitivity and precision underlying 
radioimmunoassay design theories deveksped by {teft) Yalow and 
Berson (e.g.. f. 3) and Ihght) Ekins et a!. IZ 4) 
Yelow and B^rsort define assay A as more sensitive because it yields a 
rgeponse curve of graeter slope. Ekina at al. define assay B as more sensitive 
because the imprecision of measurement of iwo dose {co) is less. Yalow and 
Berson fikewise define an assay system as more precise if it yields a steeper 
response curve when data are plotted on a log dose scale 



response curve relating the fraction or percentage of 
labeled antigen bound (b) to analyte concentration ([H]). 
In contrast, Ekins et al. (e.g., 2, 4) defined sensitivity as 
the (im)preciaion of measiu-ement of zero dose, this 
quantity being indicative of, and essentially equivalent 
to, the lower linut of detection. 

The key difference between these two definitions 
clearly lies in the dependence of the assay detection 
limit on the error (imprecision) in the measurement of 
the response variable. By neglectmg this crucial factor, 
the **response curve slope" definition leads to many 
obvious absurdities. For example, plotting conventional 
RIA data in terms of the response metameter B/F (i.e., 
the bound to free ratio) suggests that assay "sensitivity" 
is increased by increasing the antibody concentration in 
the system; however, the converse conclusion is reached 
if identical data are plotted in terms of F/B'(see Figure 
2). Observation of the shape and slopes of response 
curves without detailed error analysis thus constitutes a 
totaUy misleading guide to optixnal immunoassay de- 
sign. This approach has, however, characterized many 
of the studies conducted in the immunoassay field dur- 
ing the past 30 years, and has been the source of much 
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Rg. 2. Schematic representation of RIA dose-reiiponse curves 
observed for high and low antibody concentrations plotted in terms of 

(left) the tree/bound fraction (F/B); (center) the bound/tree traction 

(B/F) 

^4ote thai the tow antibody concentration yields a response cun/e of greater 
slope when the aiuy response is plottod tn terms of F/B, but of tower elope 
when ptotted In team of The precision of measurefnant of zero dose 
(60o) is Independent of the coordinate frame used to ptot assay data (sae 



mythology. For example, consideration of the Law of 
Mass Action reveals that, when response curves corre- 
sponding to different antibody concentrations are plot- 
ted in tenns of b vs [H], the mnximnl slope at zero dose 
is obtained for a concentration of 0.51K (where ITis the 
affinity constant), in which ciromistance the zero dose 
response (bo) is 33%. TUs conclusion led to Berson and 
Yalow's enunciation of the well-known dictum (which, 
albeit Sroneous, is broadly adhered to by many immu- 
noassay practitioners and kit manufacturers) that, to 
maximize RIA sensitivity, the amoimt of antibody to use 
in the system is that which binds 33% of labeled antigen 
in the absence of unlabeled antigen il, 3), 

Disagreement regarding the concept of sensitivity 
inevitably led to prolonged dispute regarding immu- 
noassay design (5). However, although it is still common 
to encounter publications in the field that rely solely on 
the response curve slope as a measure of sensitivity, the 
assay detection limit is now widely accepted as the only 
valid indicator of this parameter, and we do not there- 
fore intend to dwell fiirther on this issue here. It is 
nevertheless relevant to an understandLing of the '^min- 
iaturized*' assay methodology described below to empha- 
size that untenable concepts of both sensitivity and 
precision underlie many of the commonly accepted rules 
governing current immunoassay-design practice, some 
of which are contravened in our own approach. 

Basic Immunoassay Designs 

It is likewise important in the present context to 
comprehend the basis of the varioiis types of immunoas- 
says currently in use, and the constraints on the sensi- 
tivities of which they are potentially capable. The radio- 
immunoassay and analogous protein-binding assay 
techniques originally developed for the measurement of 
insulin by Yalow and Berson (5), and of thyroxin and 
vitamin B^ by Ekins and Barakat (7, S), relied on the 
use of a labeled analyte marker to reveal the products of 
the binding reactions between analyte and binder (Fig- 
ure 3, left). This approach has subsequently often been 
portrayed as relying on "competition" between labeled 
and unlabeled analyte molecules for a limited number of 
protein-binding sites, such assays being frequently re- 
ferred to as '^competitive." 

Subsequently, Wide et al. in Sweden (9), followed 
shortly by Miles and Hales in the U,K. (JO), developed 
labeled antibody methods (Figure 3, right). Tliese meth- 
ods represented an extension of the 'labeled reagent" 
methods (utilizing radiolabeled organic compounds such 
as "^I-labeled p-iodosulfonyl chloride, (^Hlacetic anhy- 
dride, and other similar reagents) devised, during the 
early 19608. by Keston et al. (2 J). Avivi et al. (12), and 
others for quantifying amino acids, steroid and thyroid 
hormones, etc. Although radiolabeled antibody methods 
(immunoradiometric assays; IRMAs) were originaUy 
claimed (13) to be more sensitive than methods based on 
the use of radiolabeled analyte, these claims were sup- 
ported by neither rigorous theoretical analysis nor per- 
suasive experimental evidence, and for some time re- 
mained controversial. Pxirther doubt on their validity 
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Fig. 3. Labeled-anatyte {left) and labeled-antibody (right) assay 
systems compared 

Labe»ed^lyte K&say systems essentialty rely on observation of an analyta 
"martcer- to reveal the products of the reaction between anafyle and antibody 
(althoogh the labeled analyte is not neceasartiy identicaJ to the unlabeled 
anaJyte in te binding characteristics vss^-vis antibody). Note that inesoective 
of which traction ol the labeled anatyte Is measured afler the btndi^o>ea5to^ 
ihe optmal antibody concertralion required to maximize sensitivity In such a 
system tends toward zero (assuming e backgrour^ signal of o). Labeled- 
antibody systems rely on observation of an antibody "marker to reveal the 
products of the bintfng readion between analyte artd antibody, (n thts case 
the optimal antibody corKsentration requfred to maximize aensitivfty tends 
toward zero when the •Iree*' antibody traction is rrwasured. but tends toward 
Infinity when the bound fraction Is determined flAcewise assumlno zero 
background) •» « w 



was cast by the publication by Rodbard and Weiss in 
1973 (14) of detailed theoretical studies demonstrating, 
that both labeled analyte and labeled antibody methods 
possessed essentially equal sensitivities. (Note: These 
authors suggested that IRMAs might be more sensitive in 
the assay of small polypeptides, in which radioiodine 
incorporation into the antigen molecule was restricted; 
conversely, these assays would be less sensitive for the 
measurement of antigens of high molecular mass.) Nev- 
ertheless, despite the appearance of this publication, the 
belief that labeled antibody methods per se are intrin- 
sically more sensitive than the corresponding labeled 
analyte methods gained wide acceptance among clinical 
chemists. 

The reason for confusion on this issue is that the 
greater potential sensitivity of certain assay formate is 
not really a consequence of the labeling of antibody as 
opposed to analyte; indeed, the apparent antithesis 
between labelcjd-analyte and labeled-antibody methods 
diverts attention from the tru^ reasons underlying the 
superior sensitivity of certain assay designs. Theoretical 
analysis (see, e.g., 4, 15) reveals that, flR5innifr.g "pe^. 
feet" separation of the products of the binding reaction 
(i.e.. no misclassification of bound and free moieties), the 
optimal antibody concentration (for maximal sensitiv- 
ity) in a labeled analyt* immunoassay invariably tends 
to zero, irrespective of whether the tee or bound labeled 
analyte fraction is measured, whereas in labeled-anti- 
body methods the optimal antibody concentration de- 
pends on which labeled-antibody fraction is measured 

(see Figure 3). If the free (unreacted) antibody fraction is 
measured, the optimal concentration also tendMo sero* 
conversely, if the analyte-bound fraction is measured,' 
the concentration tends to infinity. In short, of the four 
basic measurement strategies available-— labeled ana- 
lyte, with measurement of free or boxmd reaction prod- 
uct, and labeled antibody, also with measurement of 
free or bound product— only one permits, in practice, the 
uae of antibodv concentrations anoroachinR infinity. 



•Riis particular approach may, for want of a better term, 
be described as •^noncompetitive," althoiigh it must be 
emphasized that such terminolc^ involves a departure 
from the original meanings attached ta^"oompetitivc" 
and •Noncompetitive" when these descriptions were first 
used in the present context Indeed, as discussed below, 
assays may be subclassified in this manner when no 
labeled reagent of any kind is involved. 

However, the categorization of immunoassays and 
other binding assays as competitive or noncompetitive, 
depending on the binding agent concentration yielding 
y^fl^Tnal assay sensitivity, itself obscures the imderly- 
ing reasons for the existence of this divergence in assay 
designs, and may thus be misleading. These reasons 
may be more readily understood if the basic prinriples of 
such assays are portrayed differentiy from their custom- 
ary presentation. 

The "Antibody Occupancy Principle** of Immunoassay 

When a "sensor" antibody is introduced into an ana- 
lyte-containing medium, binding sites on the antibody 
are occupied by analyte molecules to a fractional extent 
that reflects both the equilibrium constant governing 
the binding reaction, and the final concentration of fr^ 
analyte present in the mixture. This proposition stems 
immediately from the Law of Mass Action, which can be 
written as'' 

[AbAg]/[£Ab]=inf^I (1) 

or as fractional occupancy of antibody binding sites, 
given by * 



lAbAgWAb] = K(fAgV(l + K[fAg]) 



(2) 



where lAbAg], [Ab], [CAb], and [fAg] represent the 
concentrations (at equilibrium) of bound and total anti- 
body, and free antibody and antigen (analyte), respec- 
tively, and = equilibrium constant The final concen- 
tration of free analyte generally depends on the concen- 
trations of both total analyte and antibody; however 
when total antibody approximates or less, fi^ 

and total antigen ([Ag]) concentrations do not differ 
significantly, and fractional occupancy of antibody is 
given by 



[AbAgMAb] = K[Ag]/(l + K[Ag]) 



(3) 

Assays utilizing this concept have been termed "am- 
bient analyte immunoasaayB" (iff), fractional occupancy 
being independent of both san^le volume and antibody 
concentration (see below). 

All immunoaseays essentially depend on measure- 
ment of the '^fractional occupancy" of the sensor anti- 
body after its reaction with analyte (see Figure 4). 
Techniques relying on the measurement of unoccupied 
antibody binding sites (from which anblxxiy occupancy 
IS implicitiy deduced by subtraction) necessitate— for 
attainment of maximal sensitivity— the use of sensor 
antibody concentrations tending to zero; these assays 
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Rg. 4. The antibody binding-sile occupancy principle of Immunoas- 
say 

Afl [mmuno&Bsays impOcWy mf/ on tri« measurement of (fractional) bindino- 
site occupancy by analyte 



may therefore be categorized as "competitive," Con- 
versely, techniquefl in which occupied sites are dincUy 
measured permit (in principle) the use of relatively hi^i 
concentrations of sensor antibody and may be described 
aa "noncompetitive." This difference in assay design 
simply reflects the proposition that, to minimize error in 
the measurement, it is generally undesirable to mea- 
sure a small quantity by estimating the difference 
between two large quantities. 

Theee concepts are illustrated in Figure 5, which 
portrays basic immunoassay formats currently in com- 
mon use. Conventional RIA and other similar 'labeled- 
analyte" techniques rely on measurement of unoccupied 
binding sites, generally by back-titration (either simul- 
taneous or sequential) with labeled analyte, but anti- 
idiotypic antibody (reactive only with unoccupied sites 
on the sensor antibody) may be used for the same 
purpose. In the case of single-site labeled-antibody as- 
says, the labeled antibody itself constitutes the sensor 
antibody; after reaction with analyte, this sensor anti- 
body may be separated into occupied and unoccupied 
fractions through use of (e.g.) an immunosorbant (com- 
prising antigen, antigen analog, or anti-idiotypic anti- 
body linked to a solid support). If, after separation, the 
"signal" emitted by labeled antibody bound to analyte 
(i.e., the "occupied" fraction) is measured directly, the 
assay can be classed as "noncompetitive." Conversely, if 
one measures the labeled antibody not bound to analyte 
(i.e., that attached to the immunosorbant), then the 
assay is "competitive." 

Two-site "sandwich" assays are clearly more complex 
because they rely on two antibodies and can be consid- 
ered from two points of view. For our present purposes, 
the solid-phase antibody can be regarded as the "sensor" 
antibody, with the labeled antibody enabling the occu- 
pied sensor-antibody binding sites to be distinguished. 
Seen from this viewpoint, two-site assays may be 
classed as "noncompetitive." 

These considerations emphasize that the differences 
in design distinguishing BO<alled competitive and non- 
competitive methods are essentially unrelated to which 
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Fig. 5. Basic competitive and noncompetitive immunoassay designs 
The distinction between noncompetitive and competitive immunoassaya 
fleets the way in which antibody binding-sfte occupancy ts observed LaMed- 
antibody metfioda are "noncompetitive" it occupied shea of the (labeled) 
antibody ve dkecfly measured, but are "competitive" {lower rigM) when 
unoccupied ailea are measured. Labeled^antiQen {low^r ieft) or tabeied-ant)- 
idiotypte-antibody metfKxto (tower center) rely on measurement of aitae 
unoccupied by analyte, and are therefore ot "competitive" design 

component (if any) of the reaction system is labeled 
Indeed, in the case of transducer-based "inununosen- 
sors," no component is labeled; nevertheless, the design 
of the immunosensor will differ significantly, depending 
on whether a measurable signal is yielded by occupied 
or unoccupied antibody binding sites situated on its 
surface. In short, the terms "competitive" and 'Noncom- 
petitive" merely reflect alternative approaches to the 
determination of the occupancy of antibody binding 
sites and lead to differences in the optimal antibody 
concentration required to minimize the effects of ran- 
dom errors arising in the determination. 

Competitive and noncompetitive immimoassa3rs can 
be shown to differ significantly in many of their perfor- 
mance characteristics, including their sensitivities. In 
both types of assays, both the affinity constant of the 
antibody and the specific activity of the label are in^wr- 
tant in determining sensitivity; however, in practice, 
the sensitivity of competitive assays is primarily limited 
by the affinity constant of the antibody, whereas the 
specific activity of the label is more important in non- 
competitive systems. In both cases, the "experimental'* 
or "manipulation" error in the measurement of the 
zenwiose response {H^ [i.e., the relative error (or^/Ro) 
arising from pipetting and other operations, but not 
including the statistical signal measurement error per 
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se] is of key importance in determining '^potential" 
assay sensitivity O-^-i tlie sensitivity obtained by assum- 
ing the specific activity of the label to be infinite, 
implying zero error in signal measurement), "nius the 
potential sensitivity of a competitive assay can be 
shown to be /JTRo, whereas that of s noncompetitive 
assay is given by Ro<^R„/[Ab]KRo, where, in the latter 
case, Ro is assumed to represent the labeled antibody 
misclassified as bound ([bAb]o), commonly referred to as 
"nonspedfically boxind" antibody. Thus IVIAb] - f, the 
fi^ction of labeled antibody that is nonspedfically 
bound, and RoC^Bo/I-^^I^ = ^^kJ^Rq, Assuming that 
the relative error (<%/Ro) in the measurement of the 
zero-dose response is approximately identical for both 
competitive and noncompetitive assays, it is evident 
from this simple analj^ that the potential sensitivity 
of noncompetitive methods is greater than that of com- 
petitive methods by the factor f, i.e., by the fi^ction of 
labeled antibody that is "nonspedfically bound." For 
example, if the nonspedfically boxmd fi-addon is 0.01%, 
a noncompetitive strategy is potentially capable of a 
sensitivity 10 000-fold greater than that of a competi. 
tive approach, other factors being equal. 

These findings are summarized in Figure 6 (left), 
which shows the relationships between sensitivity (ex- 
pressed in terms of molecules per milliliter) and anti- 
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Fig. 6. TTieoretically predicted sensiqvWes of competitive and non- 
competftive immunoassay methods {represented by the SD of lero 
anslyte measurements, expressed as molecules/mL) ploned as a 
function of antitx>dy affinity {K) 

Note: in nonoompetttivs undwich ucays, the antibody sffmrty refafrad to is 
that d the t&beled antitiody. tn the oompetrtive assays, calculations are based 
on the assumption that the experimental error (CV) mcorrad In the measure 
frwn« of the assay response {e^^fraiaiondiabeW antigen boi«d)b1% The 
•twtenlial sensttrvtiy" cun^ assumes the use of a label of InfWta spacffic 
activity, knptying that the error in the measurement of the label per ee is zmt. 
The '^Wabe/ curve indicBtw the low In sensltrvity arisng from the ststietic^ 
error incurred In courfdng disintegratiortt for a finite comting time Note 
that H using anttoodies with tn amnfty <10« Urwl (the maxmim ad 
pra£lioe), tittte tncrease in aerisftivlty can be achieved by us^ 
specific activfty than For nonoompelftive assays, the potentisl safaftMty 
oin^ shown relate to values of nonspedfic bincfing of labeled antfbody of 1% 
(qpper oiTMBs) and 0.01% {lowar curvo^, and emphasize the improvement ]n 
sensitMiy potentially etiainabte by mtnimfeing nonspecific bincfingHlw corre- 
sponding '^Habel cunms demonstrate the much greater loss In switwity 
(comparBd with that potentially attainable) when a radioisotope marker Is 

used, and the special ad^^antages of nooisotoplc labels of higher specific 
activfty in noncompetitive assay designs (particularly if norspectfic binding is 
reduced to 0.1% or less). Arrows hdicate assay sensitivities reported tor 
noncompetitive Immunoassays based on ^»l and enzymes reiyirw on 
fluorogenic (HS-€Usa) {28) and radioactive (uscria) (25) substrates Ttese 
conclusions underlay the originaf developmem {1$, 20) of ttme-resoived 
Huofloimmunoassay (deifu). the first nonisotopic -uftra-Bensitive- immunoas- 



body afiBnity in an optimized competitive (labeled ana- 
lyte) assay. For this analysis, we assume (a) the use of a 
label of infinite specific activity, and (6) the use of as 
a label, the radioactivity of the samples *eing counted 
for 1 min. Computations of the theoretically optimal 
reagent cpncentrations (on which calculations repre- 
sented in ..Figure 6 rely) were based on the further 
assumptions that (c) the radioactivity of the antibody- 
bound labeled-analyte fi-action was counted and (<i) the 
(relative) "experimental error" component in the mea- 
surement of the bound fi-action (ot/b) was 1%. Given 
these assumptions, the "potential" sensitivity attain- 
able in such an assay is aJKb, where if is the afSnity 
constant of the antibody. [For example, if the affinity 
constant is 10" L/mol, and a^/b is 0.01 (19b), maximal 
assay sensitivity is 10"^* mol/L, or -6 x 10* molecules/ 
mL.] The additional "signal measurement error^ arising 
in consequence of counting radioactive samples for a 
finite time implies a loss of assay sensitivity, as shown 
by the upper curve in Figure 6 Qeft). However, the 
resulting loss in sensitivity is relatively small for anti- 
bodies of affinities <10^* L/mol, and is negligible for 
antibodies with aflinities <10^* L/mol. In other words, if 
the essayist can accept individual sample coxmting 
times of 1-6 min, litfle improvement in sensitivity is 
gained b/' using alternative labels of higher specific 
activities than However, similar considerations 
suggest that radioisotopic labels of much lower specific 
activity than ^^I (e.g., ^) may limit the sensitivities of 
the assays (such as steroid assays) in which they are 
used, notwithstanding the use of relatively long sample 
coimting times. 

The other main conclusions stemming from such 
analysis are the importance of both minimizing "manip- 
ulation" errors and using antibodies of high binding 
affinity. For example, an increase in o^/b to 3% implies 
an approximate threefold loss in sensitivity, notwith- 
standing the fact that an assay reoptimized in response 
to the deterioration in operator skill that these numbers 
imply would utilize less antibody and labeled analyte, 
thereby partially oflsetting the consequences of poor 
pipetting. But the most important condusion emerging 
from the analysis is the near impossibility, in practice, 
of achieving immimoassay sensitivities better than 
about 10'^ moleculea/mL by using a competitive ap- 
proach, irrespective of the nature of the label used, if one 
assumes an upper limit to antibody binding affinities on 
the order of 10" L/mol. 

The results of a similar analysis of the sensitivity 
limitations applying to noncompetitive (two-site) assays 
(15) are illustrated in Figure 6 (right). Two sets of 
curves are portrayed here, corresponding to the assump- 
tions of 1% and 0.01% nonspecific binding of labeled 
antibody to the capture-antibody substrate. Such anal- 
ysis likewise yields important condusions relevant to 
assay design, e.g., the crudal importance of reducing 
nonspecific binding of labeled antibody to an absolute 
minimum. Furthermore, if nonspecific binding is re- 
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by using an antibody of JT = 10> iMol ia an optimized 
noneampetitive assay design as by using an antibody of 
^ = 10" Umol in a competitive method One of the most 
important conclusions is that the sensitivities poten- 
tially attainable with high-aflSnity antibodies (K >10" 
I/mol) are beyond the reach of radioisotopically based 
methods, which (because of the relatively low specific 
activities of isotopes such as ^"D are limited in practice 
to sensitivities of the order of 10«-10' molecules^ or 
more. In short, although, under certain circumstances 
noncompetitive IRMAs may be somewhat more sensitive 
than coTTesponding WA techniques (assuming the use 
of the same antibody in each methodology), the poten- 
tial advantagesjuis-d-yts sensitivity) of the noncompet- 
itive approach can be realized only by using nonisotopic 
labels of much higher specific activity than ^^1 The 
superiority of such labels is most apparent when they 
are combined with high-iiflSnity antibodies; however 
Figure 6 demonstrates that, even with use of antibodies 
witii affimties of about 10«-10» Umol, nonisotopic labels 
may yield a substantial improvement in sensitivity 

These theoretical conclusions, together with the pub- 
lication by Kohler and Milstein (J5) of methods of in 
vitro production of monoclonal antibodies (1), consti- 
tuted the basis of my laboratory's coUaborative develop- 
ment (initiated around 1976) with the instiimient man- 
ufacturer LKBAValJac of the time-resolved fluorometric 
immunoassay methodology now known as DELFIA (19 
20). This methodology was the first "ulb^-sensitive" 
noniaotopic immunoaasay methodology to be developed. 
The same bade approach has subsajuently been 
adopted by many other manufacbirera. using a variety 
of higb-spedfic activity labels (Table 1), 

Against this background, let us now turn to the 
development of highly sensitive, miniahimed "micro- 
spot" immunoassays and multianalyte assay syatems. 

JjJj'^J^^Mlcrospol" Immunoaasay: Basic Concepts - 

Ambient Analyte Immunoassay 

Particular attention has been drawn above to the 
specious notion that an antibody concenti^tion approx- 
mating 0.5IK is required to maximize the sensitivity of 
conventional labeled-antigen assays. This proposition is 
unphdtly overturned by the development of "microspot" 
unmunoassays. which we expect to provide tiie basis of 
a new generation of binding assay methods. But before 



Table 1. Detection Umlts According to Type of Label 

SpMWcKtlvtty 
' detectable event per second per 
7.5 X 10« labeled TtioJeeules 
Enzyme label Detemiined by enryme "amplifica- 

lion factor and deleetability of 
reaction product 
Chefn«umines^nt label i detectable event per labeled 

molecule 

Ftuorescem label 



«li8cuMing this methodology in detail, another basic 
analytical concept must be examined. 

The recognition that all immunoassays essentially 
rely on measurement of antibody occupancy leads to a 
potentially important type of assay, ambient analyte 
nnmunoasaay (J6). This name is intended to describe 
assay systems that, unlike conventional methods mea 
sure the analyte concentration in the medium to 'which 
an antibody is exposed, being independent both of sam- 
pie volume and of the amount of antibody present The 
possibih^ of developing such assays foUows from the 
Law of Mass Action, which leads to the foUowing equa- 
tion, representing the fractional occupancy (F) by ana- 
lyte of antibody binding sites (at equilibrium): 

F2-F{(l/[Abl) + (fAnMAbD + l}+[An]/IAb) = 0 (4) 

where. [An] = analyte concentration, [ Ab] = antibody 
concentration (both in units of UIC)} 

Prom tiiia equation it may readily be shown that, for 
antibody concentrations approaching D, F == [AnJ/(l + 
[^]) This conclusion is Ulustrated in Figiui" 7 in 
which the fractional occupancy of C^onospedfic" or 
"monoclonal") antibody binding aites in the presence of 
various analyte concentrations is plotted against anti- 
body concenti^tion. When an antibody concentaation of 
less than (say) O.OVK (the antibody preferably, but not 
essentially, being coupled to a soHd support) is exposed 
to an analyte-containing medium, tiie resulting (frac- 
ta(mal) occupancy of antibody binding sites solely re- 
fleets Uie ambient concenti^ation of analyte' and is 
independent of tiie total amount of antibody in tiie 
system. (If, for example, K = lO^i L/mol. an antibody 
brnding-fflte concentaation of O.OVK represents 0.01 x 
10 " mol/L. or 6.02 x 10' binding siteatoL.) Analyte ' 
bmding by antibody causes depletion of (unbound) ana- 
lyte in the medium but, because tiie amount bound is 

small, tiie resulting reduction in tiie ambient concentoa- 
faon of analyte is insignificant For example, if tiie 
""a of binding sites of tiie sensor antibodies is 

<O.Oiy^, analyte depletion in tiie medium is invariably 
<1%, and tiie system is tiierefore effectively indepen- 



Many detectable events per labeled 
molecule 



♦k* *^Kf"i™ °'«*«ent concentiBtiona m tenns of VK units hu 
^V^. of generalizing the graphical wpna^ntation ofbS 

fAa] are'^.nderlined to indSf 

Iwf Jl^il^ to molar coB«ntraUona and a« not in^nwt 
able w^th [Ab] and (An). For example, if the antibody ix^^^ 
mSr™2 for analyteT^O" 1^. a'S^<=Srnrf 
iiu. SLS« "F"""**** m units of y« ifl 1 (dimensionless) unit 
Tbm. frarbonal occupancy curve, baaed on equation 4 m iienti. 

tJZtiT^^ of exprneinTanuSj} ^n^l^. 

"Hie Unn "ambient" is used to indicate that antihorfv 
i.e.. the syBtfim is independent of sample volume. 
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Antibody concentration 



Fig. 7. Fractional antibody bindlng-wte occupancy (F, sae equation 
4) ptotied as a function of antibody blndinfl-slle concentration for 
drfferenl values of anaiyte (antigen) concentration (— ), and the 
percentage binding (b) of anaiyte to antibody (fight-hand ordinate;^ 

AH coRcentraDoru are expressed in unto o^ 1/K Mote thai tor antibody 
concentrations <0.01/K (apprtwimatefy). the percentape brndino of anaMe is 
for aU anatyte ooooontraliona, and fractional WndkigWoccuparJcy m 
essentially unafiected by variations in artibody concentration extending om 
several orders di magniludi. being governed aoieJy by antigvi concsr^tion 
(ambient anaiyte immunoassay). Note that radioimmunoassays and other 
"oompetitive" immunoassays are oonventionaliy designed to use antibodv 
oonoemrations approximating O.VK-1/Kor more fimpiying binding o! anaMe 
^''^^SlS^!lS^^ accordance with the precepted 



dent of sample volume. 

These concliifiiona lead to two further concepts. First, 
the antibody may be confined to a '^crospot" on a solid 
support, such that the total number of antibody binding 
Bites within the microspot is <v/K x 10~* x A^, where v 
" the sample volume to which the microspot is exposed 
(in millUiters) and = Avogadro's number (6x10^) 
For example, if u = 1 and iT = 10" L/mol, then the 



maximum number of binding sites that will cauae neg- 
ligible disturbance (<1%) to the ambient concentration 
of anaiyte is 6 x 10^ this number being greater for 
lower-aflSnity antibodies. Purthennorc, thej)en«ption 
that the ratio of occupied (or unocci^ied) sites to total 
binding sites is solely dependent on the ambient concen- 
tration of anlalyte leads to the concept of a dual-label, 
'Vatiometric," microspot immimoasaay. 

Dual-Label Microspol Immunoassay 

Afler exposure of a microspot of antibody Gocated on a 
suitable probe) to an analyte-containihg fluid (see Pig- 
ure 8, left), the probe may be removed and exposed to a 
solution containing a high concentration of a "develop- 
ing" antibody directed against either a second epitope 
(i.e., the occupied site) on the anaiyte molecule if the 
molecule is large, or against unoccupied binding aitea on 
the antibody in the case of small anaiyte molecules 
(Figure 8, right). The fractional occupancy of the sensor 
antibody may thus be estimated by measuring the ratio 
of sensor and developing antibodies that form the dual- 
antibody ''couplets." This can be readily achieved by 
labeling the sensor and the developing antibodies with 
different labels, e.g., a pair of radioactive, enzyme, or 
chemiluminescent markers (or even labels of entirely 
different natme). Fluorescent labels are potentially par- 
ticularly useful in this context becauae, by the uac of 
optical scanning techniques (Figure 9), they permit the 
scanning of arrays of antibody 'Wcrospots" distributed 
over a surface (each microspot directed against a differ- 
ent anaiyte), so that multiple anaiyte asaays may be 
performed simultaneously on the same sample. Several 
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'^'^Ji'^}^'^^' ^^^"^ Immunoassay 
retyinp on flooreacert-tabeled antibodies ««»«»<iy 

R9- 7) and dep«l8 aoWy 00 th« analyto (x>f«wttiBtion to which «h« 

coated (as 8 mononwIeculaftoyB;) onto the probe surtaco "^^'^"^ 

advantages stem from adopting a dual fluorescence 
measurement. For example, neither the amount nor the 
disttbution of the sensor antibody within the detector's 
field of view is important, because the ratio of the 
emitted fluorescent signals is unaffected. Likewise fluc- 
tuations in the intensity of the incident (exciting) bdit 
beam are apt to be of litUe significance. These advan- 
tages are additional to the basic benefit stemming from 
this approach, i.e., that the necessity of ensuring con. 
atancy of the amount of sensor antibody used in the 
assay system is removed. 

Microspot Immunoassay Sensitivity 

Because the microspot immunoassay methodology 
challenges concepts that have dominated imxAunoassay 
design theoiy in the past two to three decades, consid- 
eration of the potential sensitivity attainable by this 
approach is obviously of primajy importance. The prop- 
osition that microspot assays may be at least as sensi- 
tive as conventional systems that rely on far lareer 
amounts of antibody may readily be demonstrated by 
consideration of a model system. Let us postulate that 

sensor antibody molecules are attached to the Buriace of 
a solid support such that their binding sites remain 
exposed to the analyte, and that their aflSnity for the 
analyte is thereby unchanged. (The antibody concentra- 
tion m the system— the number of binding sites on the 
support divided by the incubation volume— is unaffected 
by such attachment, and antibody occupancy by amOyte 
at equilibrium will be identical to that occurring if the 
antibody is distributed uniformly throughout the incu- 
bation mixture.) Let us also suppose that the antibody 
molecules exist as a uniform monolayer .of maximal 
surface density on the support and (to simplify discus- 
sion) are unlabeled Then a change in the (joncentration 
of sensor antibody implies a corresponding change in 
the surfece area over which the antibody is distributed 
If, for example, the antibody affinity constant is 10" 
Umol, the total incubation volume is 1 mL, and the 
antibody surface density is 6000 binding sitesZ/un'' then 



a surface area of 10» pa' (i.e., O.i nun») accommodates 
antibody binding sites corresponding to a concentiBtion 
of ai/Z; an area of 0.01 mm« corresponds to a concen- 
tration of 0.01/^. etc. Let us further postulate that, after 
exposure of the sensor antibodies to a medium contain- 
ing analyte at a concentration of 0.01/S: (i.e., 6 x 10' 
molecules^), we measiire "noncompetitively" the re- 
sulting^tibody occupancy {e.g.. by exposure to a sec- 
ond, labeled, "developing" antibody directed against the 
analyte, forming a typical antibody sandwich). FinaUy 
let us suppose that aU occupied sites react with the 
developing antibody, with the latter also binding "^on- 
specifically" to the soUd support itself at a surface 
density of 1 molecule//im^ 

We may now consider the effects of a progressive 
reduction of the antibody^oated surface area from (e.g ) 
1 mm (effective antibody concentration VK) thiourii 
0.1 mm= (O.VK) to 0.01 mm» mVK) and below. PW 
equation 4, the value of F for the 1 mm^ area is 4.98 x 
10 . Thus at equilibriuin the number of analyte and 
labeled antibody molecules specifically bound to the 
area is 2.99 x 10' (i.e.. about 50% of the total analyte 
molecules present), whereas the number of labeled an- 
tibody molecules nonspecifically bound is 10* Thus, 
assuming the field of view of the detecting instiiiment is 
restricted to the area on which the sensor antibody is 
deposited (see Figure 10a), and (prDviaionally) assuming 
the background (or '^oise") of the instrument itself to be 
zero (j.e., the only source of background is the non- 
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S Jflio"? ^•"'l" ^r^^ <CAb) is assumed coated on circular 
(shaaeO) areas; the field of view of the sional-measur^ fa«n S«f 
e represented by square luf^ded)^ess ^ ^"^^ 

■^^S^SZ'IX Sn'^SlSSt? ^"S?? fi«Hd 0. view 

While the field of view remains unchanged, S/B falls ^ * ' 
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specifically-bound labeled antibody within the inBtru- 
ment'B field of view), the signal/hoise ratio observed for 
the 1 mm^ area is -30. Similarly, the value of P for a 0.1 
min^ area is 9.02 x 10"^ the number of labeled anti- 
body molecules specifically bound to the area is 5.41 x 
10^, the number nonspec^cally bound is 10*, and the 
signal/noise ratio is -54. Ldkewise, the signal/noise 
ratio for a 0.01 mm^ area can be shown to be -59. In 
short, the signal/noise ratio increases as the antibody- 
coated surface area is decreased, approaching a maxi- 
mal (plateau) value of 60 as the area coated with sensor 
antibody falls below 0.01 mm=* and tends toward zero. 

If, however, a reduction in the antibody-coated area 
were not accompanied by a corresponding reduction in 
the detecting instrument's field of view, the resulting 
reducUon in "signal" would not lead to a corresponding 
decrease in the background generated by nonspedfi- 
cally-bound developing antibody (Figure 106). There- 
fore, although reduction in the coated area would in- 
crease the fractional occupancy of the sensor antibody, 
the signal/noise ratio mi^t either remain constant or 
fall. In these circumstances it might be advantageous to 
increase the coated area. Similarly, if the surfece den- 
sity of sensor antibody were decreased (the coated area 
being held constant), similar conclusions would be 
reached (Figure 10c). 

Likewise, if the background signal generated within 
the detecting instrument itaelf (e.g., from the photocath- 
ode of a photomultiplier tube used to delect photons 
emitted fi^m the antibody-coated area) were not zero, 
and remained constant regardless of the instrument's 
field of view, then a maximum signal/noise ratio would 
also be attained at some optimal value of the antibody- 
coated area, below whidi the ratio would fall. Because, 
however, one can generally reduce the size of the detector 
(and hence the detector-generated background) at the 
same rate as the size of the signal-emitting area, there is 
no reason— in principle— for the signal/noise ratio to 
diminish as the.antibody-coated area is progressively 
reduced toward zero. Thus if we.accept the signal/noise 
ratio as indicative of the precision of the measurement of 
antibody occupancy (and hence of assay sensitivity), 
these considerations suggest that it is advantageous to' 
reduce the antibody-coated surface area (and, concomi- 
tentiy, the sensor-antibody concentration) toward zerx>, 
although litfle advantage ia likely to accrue torn reduc- 
ing the area below 0.01 mm^ (and thus the antibody 
concentration below O.OLK). 

Were the microspot area indeed reduced to zero, both 
signal and noise would likewise also fall to zero (the 
fatio between them nevertheless remaining essentially 
constant), implying that no signal of any kind would, in 
the linait, be recorded In practice, other statistical 
factors come into play when the number of individual 
events (e.g., photons) observed by a detecting instru- 
ment is very low, thus prohibiting a reduction of the 
serisor antibody concentration to zerx). The point at 
which the reduction in the antibody<oated area causes 
thp i^^f^^^hU fiitrnul tn be lost suflBdentlv to affect the 



precision of the measurement of antibody occupancy 
depends clearly on the specific activity of the labeled 
antibody used to measure the occupied binding aites: the 
higher the specific activity, the smaller the-pennisaible 
area. Thus, given labels of very high specific activity, 
one can envision circumstances in which, even in a 
"noncompetitive" system, the optimal concentration of 
sensor antibody may be exceedingly low. A more gen- 
eral conclusion is that a variety of factors, including the 
characteristics of the instruments used for measuring 
the labeled antibody (or labeled analyte), influence 
immunoassay design, implying, among other things, the 
virtual impossibility of formulating general rules re- 
garding this. For example, reagent concentrations that 
are optimal for isotopically labeled reagente used with a 
conventional radioisotope counter (possessing a fixed 
background dependent on its basic construction) are 
likely to be entirely different when very high-spedfic- 
activity labels are used and one has the freedom to tailor 
the measuring instrument to samples of any size. In 
short, certain conclusions based on experience of RIA 
and IRMA techniques may prove misleading when ap- 
plied to nonisotopic methodologies, and should be 
viewed with caution. 

A more detailed theoretical consideration of (noncom- 
petitive) mimspot immunoassay sensitivity (21) sug- 
gests that 



, X [(6 X 10*0)(1 + tAb*])l/DJi:tAb*] (5) 



where I? = surface density (binding sites/^^ of sensor 
antibody. K = sensor antibody aflSnity (limol), [Ah*] = 
concentration of labeled antibody in developing solution 
(expressed in unite of where K* = labeled antibody 
affinity), Z)*^ = minimum detectoble surface density 
of labeled antibody (molecxalesZ/un*), and = assay 
detection limit (moleculea/mL). For example, if [Ab*] = 
1. i) = 10* molecules^/zm=, K = 10" L/mol. and = 
20 molecules//lm^ then = 2.4 x 10« molecule"^ 
= 4 X 10"" mol/L and the fractional occupancy of the 
binding sites of the sensor antibody by the minimum 
detecteble concentration of analyte is 0.04%. Figure 11 
shows the theoretical assay sensitivities attainable with 
use of sensor antibodies of various aflSnities, plotted as a 
function of Z)*^. 

A similar theoretical analysis of competitive micro- 
spot immunoassay indicates that potential sensitivities 
are essentially identical to those attainable with con- 
ventional competitive methodologies. In summary, the 
above considerations indicate that the attainment of 
high microspot assay sensitivity requires close packing 
of molecules of sensor antibodies within the microspot 
area, combined with the use of an instrument capable of 
accurately measuring very low surface densities of de- 
veloping antibodies. They also suggest that (a) micrx)- 
spot assay sensitivities considerably higher than those 
obtainable by conventional isotopically based immu- 
noassays are achievable, and (6) if labels of very high 
specific activity are available, the sensitivities yielded 
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by mimwpot aaaays are unlikely to be inferior and 
(depending on the characteristics of the measuring in- 
Btrumente used) could be superior to the sensitivities 
achievable in macroscopic assays of conventional de- 
sign. 

Finally, we briefly address a further question occa- 
sionally raised in this context, i.e., the kinetic charac- 
tenstacs of microspot assays. Two points should be made 
regarding this issue. First, the smaller the microspot of 
eensrng antibody, the lower the diffusion coWraints on 
the velodl^ of the antibody/analyte binding reaction, so 
that at the hmit (i.e., when the amount of antibody 
situated witiiin the microspot area approaches zero) the 
kinetics of the reaction approximate those observed in a 
homogeneous liquid-phase system. Second, although the 
effective concentration of sensor antibody in the incuba- 
tion medium is exceedingly low. the fractional rate at 
which sensor antibody binding sites within the micrx>- 
epot become occupied is invariably greater in this cir- 
cumstance than when a relatively high concentration of 
Mtibody 18 used, as in conventional assays, particularly 
those of noncompetitive design. In other worxia, bearing 
in mmd the relationship between fractional occupant 
of sensor antibody and the signal/noise ratio discussS 
above, it is readily demonstrable that the rate at which 
the ratao rwes is greatest when the microspot area (and 
the anfabody contained within it) is least. Thus, given 
instrumentation whose field of view is restricted to the 
microspot area, the highest signal/noiae ratio will be 
Observed (after any selected incubation peritSa) when the 

?<?^?f°°v°^ ^° *e system is 

<om/K. In^short, contrajy perhaps to superficial im- 
pression. and to the generally accepted belief that short 
immunoassay incubation times require the use of very 
large amounts of antibody, the antibody microspot ap- 



proach provides the baas of assays potentially mow 
rapid than any currently available. ""'^ ™o» 

Microspot Immunoassay: Some Practical Considerations 

Although various high-specific-activity antibody la- 
beb are potentially usable in this conteSL our p^HiS- 
nary rtudies have rebed on the use of conventional 
fluorophors. -Je simultaneous measurement of dual 
fluorescences from smaD areas is. of courae, well estab- 
hahed, and the availability of improved instrumenta- 
bon (e.g. the laser scanning confocal microscope), albeit 
n^ specifically designed for the present pui?ose. Ss 
been useful m demonstrating the- feasibility of the 
microspot approach. 

In laser scanning confocal fluorescence microscopes, a 
small area of the specimen is iUuminated by a foc^ 
laser beam, the fluorescence photons emitted from this 
area bemg focused in turn onto a detector, typicaUy a 
low^k-current photomultiplier (22,23). At ie "con- 
focal point the projection of the iUuinination pinhole 
^d the back-projection of the detector pinhole coincide 
(Figure 12). Fluorescence photons emitted at other 
points thus possess a low probability of reaching the 
detector. Such systems contrast with convention J epi- 

fluorescence inicroacopeB. in which the specimen is 
po8«l to an essentially uniform flux of iUumination. and 
yield much sharper images of fluorescent emitters situ- 
ated m a defined plane of a tissue sample. Electrons 
sponteneousbr emitted by the. photomultiplier photo- 
cathode contribute to the background signal of the 
instrument, and must-for highest microspot assay sen- 
sibvity-be minimized. Fortunately, the design of such 
mstruments permite the photocathode to be very small 
m area, and this source of background can be expected 
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Rg. 12. Schematic diagram of a duak*iannel crvrfn«.i . 
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to diminish with future improvement in photomultiplier 
design. Other sources of background include fluores- 
cence emitted by components in the optical system, 
which may not, in current instruments, have been 
constructed with background reduction as a prime con- 
sideration. Nevertheless, they detect with high sensitiv- 
ity fluorescent signals. For example, one commercially 
available microscope is claimed to detect fluorescein at a 
density of 10 moleculea^^^. Most commercially avail* 
able fluorescein isothiocyanate (FITC)-labe]ed IgG ex- 
hibits a fluorophor/protein ratio of —4; this implies 
detection limit (D*nu2i) for antibody surface density of 
two or three FITC-labeled IgG molecules per microme- 
ter^. This, in turn, implies a theoretical sensitivity for a 
two-site immunoassay of x lO* analyte molecules 
per milliliter, assuming identical parameter values as 
above, or 2-3 x 10^ molecules/mL if the sensing anti- 
body has an affinity of 10*" L/mol. Clearly, sensitivity 
may be increased by loading more fluorophor either 
directly or indirectly onto the antibody. 

Our preliminary studies have relied on a less sensi- 
tive microscope, albeit one possessing facilities for dual- 
fluorescence measurement Its argon laser emits two 
excitation lines at 488 and 514 nm. It is thus particu- 
larly eflBcient in exciting blue/green-emitting fluoro- 
phores such as FTTC (excitation maximum 492 nm), but 
is less efficient in exdting fluorophores such as Texas 
Red (excitation maximum 596 nm). However, the ratio- 
metric assay principle permits considerable variation in 
detection efficiencies of the two labels because the spe- 
cific activities of the labeled antibody species forming 
the antibody couplets can be chosen to yield signal 
ratios approximating unity. Inefficiency of the argon 
laser in exciting Texas Red is thus not a major handicap 
in this context. Though this instrument relies on a 
conventional microscope and not on an optical system 
designed for this purpose (and thus in^)licitly less sen- 
sitive), it permits qxiantification of fluorescence signals 
generated from microspots of any selected area. Initial 
studies have revealed that, under conditions that are 
not optimal, the instrument is'capable of detecting ^25 
FITC-labeled and (or) 150 Texas Red-labeled IgG mole- 
cules per micrometer^, while scanning an area of --50 

Hie development of microspot immunoassays has also 
\ necessitated closer scrutiny of the mechanisms involved 
^ in the coupling, of antibodies to solid supports. In the 
; present context, these should display a capacity to 
adsorb (in the form of a monolayer)— or to covalently 
link — a high surface density of antibody combined with 
low intrinsic'signal-generating properties (e.g., low in- 
trinsic fluorescence), thus minimizing background. We 
have examined a number of candidate materials, such 
afi polypropylene, Teflon^, cellulose and nitrocellulose 

membranes, microtiter plates (clear polystyrene plates; 
black, white, and clear polystyrene plates), glass slides 
and quartz optical fibers coated mib. 3-<amino propyl) 
triethoxy silane, etc, and several alternative protocols 
for achieving high monolayer coating densities. 'Riese 



studies have exposed phenomena neither evident nor of 
importance when antibody binding to solid supports is 
examined at a macroscopic level. Provisionally, we have 
used white Dynatech Microfluor microtiter plates- 
formulated for the detection of low fluorescence signals, 
and yielding high signal/noise ratios and high coating 
densities of functional antibodies (^5 x 10^ IgG mole- 
cules/Mm^>Tr-for assay development, althou^ such 
plates are not ideal. Indeed, deficiencies in the antibody- 
deposition methods used constitute the principal source 
of imprecision in assay results and the limitation in 
sensitivity that this implies. Clearly, this represents an 
area for further study and refinement of current coating 
techniques. 

Notwithstanding the limitations of present instru- 
mentation (which, among other thingSy does not permit 
the use of time-resolving techniques to distinguish two 
individual fluorescence signals either from eadb other or 
from backgroimd fluorescence) and the crudeness of 
present methods for coupling antibodies onto small 
areas, we have verified the theoretical concepts outlined 
above by comparing the performance of several assa}^ 
when constructed in microspot format and when conven- 
tionally designed. Althou^ imoptimized, ratiometric 
microspot assays have yielded sensitivity values closely 
approaching those of conventional optimized IKMA. As 
an example, the results of a ratiometric assay system for 
thyrotropin, with use of Texas Red- and FITC-labeled 
antibodies, are shown in Figure 13. Bearing in mind the 
well-known limitations of these and other "convention- 
al" fluorophors when used as immunoassay reagent 
labels, such results are encouraging, although further 
work is clearly required to achieve the considerably 
greater sensitivity theoretically predicted with use of 
improved fluorophors, better antibody-microspotting 
techniques, and purpose-built (time-resolving) instru- 
mentation. 

The finding that highly sensitive immunoassays can 
be performed with far smaller amounts of antibody than 
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Fig. 13. Response curve in a dual-labsled microspot ratiometric 
assay of thyrotropin (TSH) with Texas Red-labeled sofid-phase 
capture antibody and a developing antibody labeled with Wotin/ 
FITC-avidin 
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are cuirently \ised convectionally pennita in turn the 
construction of antibody microfipct arrfiys enabling, in 
principle, the simultaneous measurement of thousandB 
of different eubstancee in 1-mL samplea. In coUabora- 
tion with investigators at the Centre for Applied Micro- 
biological Research, Porton Down, U.K., we arc pres- 
ently developing various techniques for the creation of 
such arra3rB. Indeed, similar technologies have recently 
been used fox the parallel synthesis of several different 
polypeptides, these enabling 10 000-microspot arrays to 
be constructed on silica chips approximating 1 cm^ (24). 
Although arrays of this capad^ are unlikely.to ever be 
required for conventional diagnostic purposes, we can 
anticipate that the ability to simultaneously measure 
many substances in the same sample will have revolu- 
tionary conaequences in medicine and other similar 
areas. In addition, such techniques may ultimately 
permit the individual analysis of the miJtiple isoforms 
of certain lieterogeneous" analytes (e.g.. the glycopro- 
tein hormones), such molecular heterogeneity currently 
presenting a major obstacle to the standardization and 
interpretation of many immunological measurements 
(25). Moreover, although these concepts have been illus- 
trated in an immunoassay context, they are clearly 
applicable to all T)inding assays," including those rely- 
ing on the use of DNA probes,, hormone receptors, etc. 
For example, labeled lectins that are specific in their 
reactions with the sugar residues in the oligosaccharide 
chains of glycoprotein molecules may be used, together 
with specific antibodies, to impart additional "structural 
specificity" to sandwich assays (26, 27), possibly over- 
coming the limitations of antibodies per se in regard to 
differentiation of the glycosylation variants of the gly- 
coprotein hormones. 

Summary and Conclusion 

Because of past confusion regarding the concepts of 
precision, sensitivity, accuracy, etc.. several erroneous 
concepts have become incorporated within currently 
accepted rules of immunoassay design. In particular, 
much higher antibody concentrations are customarily 
used than are necessary to achieve very high assay 
sensitivity, provided that certain measixrement strate- 
gies are adhered to. In this presentation, we have 
attempted to show that, in principle, the highest assay 
sensitivities are obtained by confining a small nimiber 
of sensor antibody molecules onto a very small area in 
the form of a microspot and measxiring their occupancy 
by an analyte, by using very high-specific-activity "de- 
veloping^ antibody probes, thereby maximizing the sig- 
nal/noise ratio in the determination of sensor antibody 
occupancy. This observation, which contradicts cur- 
rently accepted immunoassay design theory, in turn 
makes possible the measurement of an unlimited num- 
ber of different analytes on a chip of very small surface 
area through the use of, e.g., laser scarming techniques 
closely analogous to those used in compact disk tech- 
niques of soiiiid recording. Extensive experimental stud- 
ies in this area, albeit conducted with relatively crude 
techniques and instrumentation not specifically de- 



signed for these purposes, and therefore not reported in 
detail here, have demonstrated the feasibility of the 
miniaturized antibody microspot approach and the va- 
lidity of the general concepts on which it is based. We 
are therefore confident that this represents the basis of 
a next-generation technology that is likely to have a 
revolutionary impact on all fields involving the use of 
binding assays. 
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Corrections 



Vol 37, pp. 1447-8: In our desire for rapid publication, 
important errors were introduced into the following 
Technical Brief. The corrected version is here repro- 
duced in its entirety, with our apologies to the authors. 

Rapid Detection of 1717-1G-^A Mutation in CFTR Gene 
by PCR-Mediated Sfte-Dlrected Mutagenesis, Laura 
Cremonesi/ Manuela Seia,^ Carmelina Magnard/ and 
Maurizio Ferrari^ 0 Istituto Sciehtifico H.S, Raffaele, 
Lab. Centrale, Milano; ^ Istituti Clin, di Perfezionamento, 
Lab. di Rioerche Clin., Milano, Italy) 

Until now, among the Don*AF508 mutations identified in 
the cystic fibrosis transmembrane conductance regulator 
(CFTR) gene by the Cystic Fibroais (CF) Genetic Analysis 
Consortium, the ones most frequently seen in our popula- 
tion sample are the 1717-3G-»A mutation (13/144 or 9% of 
the CF chromosomes) and the G542X mutation (lfi/190 or 
8.4% of the CF chromosomes), both revealed by dot-blot 
hybridization of the polymerase chain reaction (PCR) prod- 
uct with allele-specific oligonucleotides (ASO) probes (i). 

In an attempt to simplify the analysis of the most 
frequent mutations in the CFTR gene, we converted radio- 
labeled ASO detection into restriction endonuclease anal- 
ysis of the amplified product 

A PCR-mediated site-directed mutagenesis C2, 3) to de- 
tect the G542X mutation by generating a novel BstNl site 
in the u-ild-type sequence had already been suggested (4). 

To detect the 1717-lG-*A m utatio n, we designed the 
reverse primer (5M:TCTGCAAACnTGGAGAGGTC-3') to 
contain a single-base miRmatch (T-^G), which could create 
a novel AwiII restriction site IG 1 G(A/DCC1 in the am- 
plified wild-type (WT) allele but not in the CF mutant (M) 
allele: 
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1' 



5' 



TAGGACA GCAGAG 

..CGTCTC 



3' 



ATXTG£ 



AvaQ site 



'5' 
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3' 
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Fig. 1. Detection of the 1717-1 G*»A mutation t)y PCR 

Reactions were carried out wHh 1 /xg o( genomic DMA In a total volume of 100 
/iL oonlaining 10 mmol/L Tri8<HCt (pH $.3). 50 mmoi/L KCl, 1.5 mmol/L 
0.1 g/L gelatin, 200 /Jnol/L each of the lour deoxyribomjdeotide 
triphosphates, 2.5 unhi of Taq polymerase (PertdrvEkner Cetu&, NonvaDt. 
CT). and 1 00 pmol of each of the primers. PCR condMons were as tottowrs: 
denaturation al 94 *C for 1 mia anneafing at 55 *C for 30 s. arvl extension at 
72 *C tor 1 mln. tor a total of 30 cydea. PCR products were digestad tor 2 h at 
37 *C with 5 U of^Avsll and etectrophoresed on 3% agaro8e-1% NuSleve gel 
tor 1 h at 50 v.* Bar^ were made yxsStih by staining the gel with ethidium 
bromide. Lane 1: Haatll-dlgested pBR322 atze marKer. Lane 2: normal 
homD2ygote. Lane 3: CF patient homozygous for the 1717-1 G-^A mutation. 
Lane 4: heterczygote earner tor the 1717-1Q-*A mutation 



For the forward primer, we used the one made available 
by the CF Genetic AnalyBis Consortium to amplify exon 11 
of the CFTR gene: 5'-CAACTGTGGTTAAAGCAAT- 
AGTGT-3'. 

Digestion by A voD enzyme of the PCR product generates 
two fragments of 116- and 21-bp in the wild-type alleles 
and leaves imdigested a 137-bp fragment in the mutant 
alleles (Figure 1). 

By combined analysis for the AF508 mutation (5) (252/ 
470 or 53.6% of the CF chromosomes), 1717-1G->A, and 
G542X, about 11% of mutations might be detected by 
nonisotopic analysis of the PCR product, thus allowing a 
faster and easier one-day procedure for carrier screening 
and prenatal testing. 
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